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pstmt &ppimt0n. On liMe 18, M^^ m Examitter's Answer wss msiled. This Reply Brief is 
bdng subtmtted iji t^{^^ the Bxaajne^'s Answer. 



CEETIf IC^E OF ELBCTEOMIC imf*JS^^ 07 CM IS) 

I feergiby eerti^that MicOTT^ 
Patent aiid Trademark Office on: 

D^te: August 13, 2009 

Depositor's Name: Margaret Freda 

Depositor's Signature: 



d on August 2S. 200S. The Board of Patent Appeals arxd h 
:ing in the filing of the Jurie 18. 2009 Fxammer's Am 



FATENT 



Status of Claims , 3 

Groimds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal , , , ,..4 

Argument , ., 5 



Aitomey Docket No.: 030319 
Custo-BerNo.: 236% 



2 



PATENT 



h STATUS O F CLAIMS 

Claims 1 , 4- 1 8 ard 2 1 -36 a? e pendmg n the present application 

Claims 1, 4, U U 21 2H a-)d 35-16 sUrd reieaed undei 15 U S C ^; 102(b^ as besrg 
di-'io f 5 od I N "''ate n K*r Pub icj.*Jon TNo 2v>02;CU54616 to Ao^aru ( or 

\ iM^ ^ C n-s "-d 2 M J2 2^ diid 2"-l0 stK^m' rq;^vtcd «rt?er b C ^O^a'' as 
bi. IS nipdtu tdr c < ^ Aovjtt^ m S5tv> of U S Pate it \-^phvatKV! Pab\wtio-! Nv"^ 
20C" 0123406 tr ^ <x\ix7 u a' ("heremaHer, ^Tdvu?'') Claims 7-8. .4-15 24 25 aiid ^^-32 ■.ta-d 
rejected under 35 U S C § 1 03(a) as feeing unpatertabie over Aoyama m view of Irte*Bationd 
Patent Application Publication No WO 02 '1 3448 to Farlow (heremafier. "Farlow") Apptfiisnis 
zoped the abo\e reicctiODs 

!3-se V, bv olners\]^e be alLnvaole ^ rcunucn ir u\kveraei^ ioim .iJuding all of 

th«. irudtiors of the base claim and any mtcrvcnmg claims Claims 2-3 and 19-20 has e beer 
canceled. 
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2, €EOUM>S OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWXP ON APPEAL 
llie foliowmg issues are presented for review: 

A mether clainis t , 4, U , 1 2 1 , 28 a^d 35-36 arc linpatentabk binder 35 U S.C 

102ib} over Aoyarna, 

B. Whether cI ^^irs 5-6. :2-l 3, "2-23 and 20-30 a-c i:nt>3:e;(tdMc r^.l- 35 I" S C 
103(a) o^e: Anyix-ix view o:^''^:>i57 

C. Whether claims 7-8, 14-15, 24-25 and 3i-32 ai'C mipaicntablc Uiider 35 I S.C. 
103(a) over Aoyama in view of Farlow. 
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3, AROt-MENT 

The argunsents set forth on pages 3-7 of the Examiner's Amswer are substantiai!> similar 
to the arguments that were se* forth w the Fmai Office Action dated November 2. 200" Theso 
Ai-gujrenli wcic full) acdros^ec n the -wpcal S.itl iaat Anpdlaji's &ab.Tir:ed or "ure 13, 20(s> 
Appellants provjdc the following m -csponbc to tlie aigun^cnts set tbith on pages S-ib oi tl^e 
ExatnOTer's Answer. 

A. Claims 1, 4. U. 18. 21, 28 and 35-36 Refected mder 35 U.S.O § 102{b> 

Claims 1, 4, 11, 18, 2 L 28 and 35-36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) asbemg 
anticipated by Aoyama. Appellants respectfully traverse. 

^ v\" p IS anticipated ovly ^.aci-i and t.zi-x eltsrer' as ^o: onh in the c ajn ?s found, 
e i ici c\;-^ o^s>y n5hercnr> descnoed, :n a single pro m rcv.orct " MPLF $ 2131 (citing 
Woegg^^l B-o^ v I rion Oi l Co. of California . 2 U$FO">e I ^51 PS"- ^Fcd 1^8"?) J "The 
identical in\ ention mxssX be shown m as complete de^il as is contaitied m the . . claim " id. 
(citing Richardson v. Sumki Motor Co . 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed, Cir. 1989)) Jn addttion, 
'the reference must be enabling and describe the applicant's claimed invention sufficiently to 
have placed it m possession of a person of ordinaiy skill m the iield of the invention/' Is le 
Faito;31 USpQ2d l671, 1.673 (Fed. Cit. 1994). 

CMms 1.4. 18, 2 Lan d 35 

■\ bj.-c stuor 'j-at a-iarn^ely allocates dt kast one resource betxveen a 

t'c'" ^v. -i^^id a"£l Ltd oaftd rcre'< 'ice A gr_' cof^ps sir^ 

.iic-in^ ror Kccn a qaa.K\ treUic t.o.r v i ft m . vs\!..r"m tUi 

i.ra'H> 11" a c> r, von rcieje Ke s.gnt. ^.lo recen tJ b\ "ht re-v50*t: i.a' or, 

lita^^i loi .ising the quahtv mcmc to adaph%ely allocate a nxcd ^nix^int 
-y-v^c^ icv.\eQn ike traffic signal and the dedicated reference signal to 
:pr\rn]^c the capacit>' for transmitting the traftic signal to the remote 

station; and 

mean:? fo" 'i.^^-;r;t. t'^-io dedicated reference signal and the traffic fjtgnal 
to the remote .station. 
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V. ic ei! e>.tue v )Trmon ]v.ft.reicc ?gn?i and thv '*<x<, \ cd dcoicated 
tiC^cru. i> gLai are used to tri n i rei/ti\ cr a the renot-o taUt n 

Appdlantb ai^ed m the Appea! Brtof, A.ov.jm does not a sc'o^e 'a*;mg the qualitj 

metre ' that is '"ecen Ted] trom s remote station to * adaptiveK aiio*.! e a -hxed i.Tiount o*" 

■jower between the traffic signal and the dechcata eierc Kv. si^ial ' ?s recred m claim 1 

T^c Exar- le e . s tc h ^I>vn ^ of A-^^-dn TePR'^ s 

ia.1 m led to he bis. utior pi^ativ. {^Ao%an ^ " r \pf" s Oi *' it^.^, i hx-ii 

appa'atjs 200 ii> cetennined b> the trais<?imswot dcstniation dc enrirat'or <.eaion 10*^ ba-^t-L on 
*he DRC ignal " (Aoyama at paragraph [0066] u^ol m Exammer % Ans^st at pagt 8 ) 

Hius, the Exaniner <i argutneiit appears to "be that ihe DRC signal is a quality iretnc ' wttliir the 
neanmg of claim I Appellants re«!pvCtf\i11v dtsagree 

in r* 1 dc t t Ktnt i u is id c | t tht. t i ^ o 

t-ai-"vn 3t vd I r-n ^h-^ base station ii a ccmr on reference s^al &nd ecv\>^ n> t^s, rcTote 

ta* i 1 \ "^sgnal to be a "quality metre ' witfem the meaning of daim 1 the signa 
must saiisfv tbis limimtion. 

However, it cannot reasonabiy be maintamed that the DRC signal in Aovama "indicates 
the quality ot a signal transmitted ixom the base station in a common reference signal ana 
received tic cnotc <?ta{ion ' Rathc^ tlic DRC signal ndicatcsthe '♦^ansmj«!stonra*c cb 

It [ \ n i er J, I. 1 1 he DR si^j di baic 1 > L V ai^i 
[%6'^] «-^ne -^n v-*- at oaae 8 ^ Tius assu^ iig az-^v^" ha the CR s q 
tretnc Ao>an a Gcscnbe^ tesoarce aho^atioi u's^.ng a signa* tn«t i<i &uve<^ fjn a qaaht)- metr 
But that i& I'^o^ \^bat claim 1 recites Instead, claim I recjtes "using the qualitv rtietnc' itself - not 
n ervK a Mgnal tliat is on the qiiality metric "to adanti-vely allocate power ' Ihus 
A^ovna dofN "ot disclose 'Vatb and e\er\ eler'C*>t j"? set to-ih 'n *-he claiti ' v -^^ouid 

T r\ n f- t f t <^>i s ^ s ? s {5 (. C jR J t !(. o e PR 

signa (,0i u 7c 1 ? ^^ s u v i i u n T 

correct hi Ao^aiit tie traii'^m ssion ratt. s basec on both tl^e CiR ird ibt d src< q <. us 
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(See Aoyama at pai-agraph [0057], stating that -Hhe transmission rate calculation section 252 
calculates the transKiiSsion rate at which reception is possible with the desired quaiiiy . . . .''\ 
emphasis added ) Thus, the calG^lated transmission relate in Ao>'ania does not necessanly 
K.diCits. \\hcf">o^ tbc CIR is >:\g|-; or iiut Fo? exan-snU^ '■^^ rhiC .al-V.ved ^r^nsniiss^^n r-c:c 
Aovaj^ia h'i^lK 5t does cot necessarily mean the CIR if 'iJgi' perhaD^ :bc dc^acJ ,^UrfiH> ^3 
low instead. 

However, even assuming arguendo that the DRC is a "quality metric'' within the nieaiimg 
of claitn 1 . Aoyama still does not anticipate claim 1 , More specifically, even if the DRC is a 
"'quality metric," thett in order to anticipate claim 1^ Aoyama must disclo.Nc "w-^r^. '>e [DRC 
s;gnalj to adaptiveiy allocate a fixed amount of power between the tvd'^K ,uj a* ..nd the 
deJ^cc^i-d '■cfeancc signal " '{o^-^t;^t;:. Ao',z.-r:id. doei. -^o^ di^Llo^e :his. 

The Hxcj-nmu" rsfors to a part Aoyama v<,\nch states thai ''commimicdtion resource 
aliooatiOTi to each communication terminal apparatus 200 is detemiined based on the DRC 
signal," (Aoyama at paragraph [0066j; cited in Examiner's Answer at page 8.) Howeve'', 
Aoyama's general reference to "commtmicatioii resource allocation" does not disclose the 
specific subject matter recited in claim 1, namely "adaptively alloeatpng] a fixed amount of 
po^\er bet\^'een the traffic signal and the dedicated reference signal'* 

Tae Exa^nner a':>c .efcs fo a oar of Aovarna ^\h^ch sia'.es that the "xx^ ^■^nr.ssior 
pov,^ is ^ixcd in HDR" and that 'the trajiii'^ission pt>wer ratio betv^cen code-Tiultipiexec 
transmit data and a dedicated pilot signal is controlled in accordance with the propagation 
environment," (Aoyama at paragrapb [01 39]; cited in Bxaminer's Answer at page 8.) But this 
part of Aoyama does not have anything to do wth the DRC signal, which is what the Exaniinef 
believes is ihe "quality metnc" m clasn^ 1. Aoyama's reference to the "'propagation 
enviromncnt*" cannot reasonably be interpreted as a reference to the DRC signal As indicated 
above, trs order :o a^hcjpvUc cb^n; I -w^.^ ci^Jo^.c '"usi'ig the [DRC Mgt^ar :o 

adaptiveiy allocate a tixed amoum of power between the traffic signal and the oedicatcd 
reference signal.*' Because paragraph [0139] of Aoyama does not discuss the DRC signal, then 
paragraph [0139] does not disclose the claimed subject matter at issue. 

The Exammer has not shown - nor can Appellants find any link between paragraph 
[0066] of Ao>ama ('W.liich discusses '^resource isllocation" based on the DRC signal) and 
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paragraph [0139] of A.oyatna (winch discus-^cs Oi)nn oiling a £xed anount of transfnisfeton 
po-i^er} in essence, the Examiner ib citing different part-v of Aoyana which dei>ofibe d-^"*8renr 
element*; of clant) j. -^tthout showirg the relatuTislups between ihese e!enent<5 that are required 
b\ Ju r i \p--' dxH"- xt fQC^i ]> MDfi t the:' the txd'n^ u -> -^o-' is '"correa beodiv 
ru' Tct era! Ctri.ui ie<^ei ^ 'e«^^tu,acd the pr or ajl relerwioe- j\ o ae^ .o finr^ p^^c liPi er 
I S ^ V ,>>2~~ri s. nv' o ih t^s, k> e all element's of the claim withia tlie toar cf n cts ! c 
docuir.ent. hai must also disclose %o&e eieme0-i 'arranged as in the claiir Iset Mopcvln % 
Verisign. No 2007-1565 (F«d Cir Oct 20, 2008) (quoting Conndl v. Sears, Roebuck & Co. 
722 F 2d 1542, 1548 (b&d Cir. 1983)) (emphasis added) Claim \ does not me-e!> recite a 
collection of disparage elements Rather, claim 1 rec'tes "using the qualny nietnc" - wbcr 

aHi^ rt.v,oAu. "jy t iS xmotc Stat on ~ 1o aoap.r'e v a loc<»te <i f xcd I'nouri o^ io^\cr Dc^^^ocL 
the tr'.ffic signal and tiie dedicated reference sig^.al " Aoyama docs not disclose th^s claimed 
suPiect matter. 

Thus, m suimiasy. Aoysma does not anticipate claim 1 because Aoyama does not 
disclose using a "qaahty tnetnc" to alloeate power, as claimed. Aoyama describes using a DRC 
s.gnrl for resovuce allocation, but the DRC signal is not a "qualitv metric" as that term is> defined 
n vl it ! u is !! i gih/Kto^h^ nc DRC vgjui eferred *o in ^oyatra 's « 'qualin 
meti'c wLm L c { v^ij rsg oi v-ta. n i Aovv^ia stul dc>t,s net dnticipAts c'axm * because Aosatna 
Goess not Jisciose iisi'^g t-se [DRC signal] to adaptive > allocate a fixed amount of power 
between the trattlc sigia' and the dedicated reterenvc signal 

Claim 4 depends trom claim i . Claims 18 aiid 35 include subject matter &at is similar to 
the subject .-i t«.r wd-f -v.ussfcu ^bo e m relation to claim 1 Claim 21 depends from clami 
18 Accoranglv Apoei ars rebpc>.i. a iy request that the Exammer's rejection of claims 4 18 
21, and 35 be reversed for at least the same reasons as those presented above m relation to claim 
1- 

Claims 1 L 215 and 50 

C aju 1. 1 v< .sca-»-;e<3 JunalH Claim ' recites 

A -^ote st^rv , *ua. vdv t jkxatt-b t. L<ist ore rcvsourcc between a 
tratfic signal and a dedicated reference signal, compnsmg: 
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le I'^f.tj " wC signal a ded^^-ateU re"%rence 

Signal aria a trarfic sigaal fxom a base station; 

1 Cc'^s de*<r^'nirg a quaijt\ metnc of the receivea conrrcr re crerce 

niea si i ^ t c i. i i ^ ■! ? ^ the h i c \ on v \c 1 1 c 

hdSv \ 1 a th quail \ metre *o idaptisei-v ailot--* e a tixcd a.5 lo^ 
c 1 p n «s.*\%een the dedicated reference signal and tne traiii*. ignal *o 
t \ TTsu.. *he capaatv for transmitting tbe tr<»fHc signal »o the remote 

smtion; ana 

1 u s 1 s 5-' iL^cn ^ ma on ivvkici^t. i^n-^ tUL. lecfcived 

As, A X at^ -I tnc Appeal Bne> A>\ar cc s ict t sv. osc i c-'^n ■'oj 
'rnsnitt ng the <|uai»t> ine*nc to tne base station, whvte n the ba^e s^at on ase* the qua ? ^ mctnc 
to adaptive?}' allocate a fixed amount of power between the dedicated reieren*^e signal and 
Laific ss i^aJ as reuted n clavTi 1 1 

.he Exarm cr s a^guncnts with respect *o claim 11 are cs<jent3ai'\ tic anc as ic 
ai-guffenti tc cUi^ I ^HiU vue discussed aoovc "^hc Imj i u '^n uc rtit s to tbc 
roDou ng pafts 1 Aovam^ The Signal Iranbmitted as a at lo sigi A lun the nnijucat'o 
ten m ai ajpa^atus 200 is received by the antenna 101 of the base station ap^aratiJS 100 <^d 
tne DRC ^^lyial is, extracted ' (\o>ama at pamgrs^h [00651 cited m ExdminerS Aiisv^er at 
pages 11-12 ) "Tlomxnmucatjon resource allocation to eawh communjcatjon terminsl apppratas 
200 is de*e'ra aed t-^e tr-^ ^niss on destination determmation stct 1 C'l hastd r ti e DRC 
signal ( Vo-* ui a it p '"s^aph [GO'^ft] cited m r\an-ine''\ Answer it r ^2 ^ H-'Ui 

witis.u^ luv a > ii^ k\ xiMC i.^ s u f uit ^ic J IC s gnal IS <s 

aaa t^ netn^ 9 t n ^ r tamng of ciasn Appel'aitJsrespes, iilivais^giee 

As aiscussed dbo\e, the DRC Mgnal la Aoyania is no^ a *qualit> r^cmc '^aticf tit 
DRC signal mCi^-ates the traiisnitssios ra*e at which conmumcation is possiolc at tne uesrec 
qualnv ' (Ao\'ajcna at ^aragrs^h [006^ j ) Hovte^ei even ass>timing arguendo that the DRC 
«; I t M cd 11 ^oyaria a qaa'itv n tt-ic ' Ao-vania 1 1 dot n^t ai f^K vi u 1 ^ 
■^vt. St Ao'SuX^a dcci not disuost us[mgj tiie [DRC sigial] to adaoi\u al^c ^ a ti\td 

5 IS po\\ei between die dedicated reference s^^sl and the traffic signal,' as re>-ited m 
claim 1 1. 
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In View of the foregoing. Ap eliants respectixs Iv submU that clmm 1 i allowable. 
AcccLdmgl>. Appeilaats respectfoliy request that tlie hxantmer's ejection of dara 1.1 be 
reversed. 

<■ iv-^r ■^s di\ ^t-.vKk s -! It " dt ' 1 v> N D ri nei ^nat was 
o's^^s-ed ibi^ve ' .eia or ti.' I Acujidingi}-, Appci a^iis rcspcc* i Iv idcaest that the 

F\av V. ^ i.iett ? o *.Lit3^ 2F <» d 36 be reversed for at least the same '■easons as those 
presented above m reiatiOLV to ciaim i L 

i Clmm 5-6, 12-13. 22-23 and 29-30 Refected iiader 3 5 U,S.€. § 103(a) 

Claims 5-6, 12-13, 22-23 and 29-30 stand rejected imder 35 b S C. § 103(a) as beiag 
impatentable over Aoyama ns view of Yavuz. Appellants respectMiy traverse. 

Claims 5-6 and 22-23 

Claims 5-6 depend from claim 1. Claims 22-23 depend from claiiu 18, whsch includes 
subject tnatter that is similar to the subject matter tliat wa& disctissed abo^'e in relatiGn to claim i . 
Accordingly, Appellants respeetfally request that the Examiner's rejection of claims 5-5 and 22- 
23 be reversed for at least the same reasons as those presented above in relatioa to claim I . 

Giainis 12-13 and 29-30 

Claims 12-13 depend froin claim II. ("laun^ 29-30 dijpci'd frorn oiaim 2i«, which 
includes subject matter that is similar to the subject matter that was discussed above in relation to 
Glaim 1 L Accordingly^ Appellants respectfully request that the Examiner -s rejection of claims 
12-13 and 29-30 be reversed for at least the sanie reasons as those presented above in relation to 
claim 11. 
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C Claims ?~8,14:15y 24 ^2 5 a a ^ Rejected under $5 U.S.C. § I03(a> 

Claims 7-g, 14-15, 24-25 aiid 31-32 stand reiected under 35 U.S,C. § 103(a) as being 
enpatenlable over Aoyama in view of Fsrlow, Appellants respectfuUy traverse. 

Claims 7 and 24 

Claim 7 dt-pcrdsi ^xom Jaim 1 . Claim 24 depends fmm clmm 18, which includes subject 
mattsr that is simiiar io the subject matter tliat was discussed above in relation to claim 1. 
Accordingly, Appellants respeclfiiily request that the Examiner's rejection of claims 7 and 24 be 
reversed for at least the same reasons as those presented above in relation to claim i . 

In additiori, as arg-ued in the Appeal Brief, claim 7 is allowabie because tlie folicnving 

references: "medfis for trarssmittuig a parameter to the remote station, wherein the parameter 
represent** the portion of the resource allocated to the dedicated refererice signal."' In addition, 
claim 24 is, hccr.aso i^io U-nov%M!u clas.red ■''ocf n.ittc£ m claiir 24 is both novel and 

nonobvious with respect to the cited references; "the transmitter also transmits a parameter to 
the remote station, wherein the parameter e represents the portion of the resource allocated to 
the dedicated retbrcnce .signal" 

The Examiiier correcti) .leknowledges that Aoyama does noi iGa.^h oi c-ue^e-^t x'ms- 
cidimcd subjecr matter, but the £.\aniiner asserts that this claimed subject ?:mttcr ts taught hy 
Farlow. The Examiner's Answer refers to the tollowing part of Farlow: ''[Cjominand generation 
module 41B, in one embodiment generates values for ... a training sequence length parameter to 
control the insertion of training sequences." (Farlow at page 10, lines 24-25; cited in Examiner's 
Answer at page 13.) The Examiner seems to acknowledge that this "parameter" referred to bv 
FarjjAv doe^ noi "represt;nt[j the port^m of the resomce al'ocaioc to the dedicated reference 
Signal,' ds recited la clann? ^ z.nd 24. However, th*, Exammer asserii iha^ x\ha! i? uc^cnbcd by 
Farlov,- 1.'^ "t?.son:tulh the vsamt thing'" as what is recited m claims 7 and 24, (E.xaninis/r's An-iwer 
at pagt; 14.) Even assuming arguendo that this assertion is correct, one having ordinriry skill m 
the art would not ha\ e been motivated to modify Aoyama in view of the teachings of Farlow. 
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rhe Exami sr argues that * [a]r> adapt \ c ^^lt<si rtquves ^nto-mat ^ r mm 4s the length ot 
the trailing 5,equences or tl e number of tap coefBuent^i Ox the traa ssio^i rate or the 
tr<Ti-'r "Tor pow^i ai ocated to he dedicated rc*e:erce Mgnal io be trdns^iittod tV rc v^c^^ 1 
NO) x 7i IV. Ai \ ^ U ^ k, i d ^>-d i IS ►-^s ai v^er tc m^. 

Lxar iticr -gui ih^. *ht -«ub'cU mat of daiix s 7 ajic* 24 teqii>cu e ;,iS:- lav 

idmarv sbli m the art would b8\e been mottvated to modify Aoyama m view of Fallow bectvOse 
they were required to do hO Appellants respectfully disagree It 16 ntt requires tlat such 
mfonnatioa be ?m«5/ ??ci/ to the remote station For example as one pos>«5ible al%niative tt' 
svhat 0&T.xnc<^ \ v ha ng th^. ^ t r'-^s'^il ^ .-^as^^ c-^t.' < o tic .-^mote 

idho ) ihe base sti^tioi and .he it -note ^^lat n naa\ rg«'ce on ome .mpixit nxlch ier 
determmmg the parameter e^ . (Sgg paragraph [0079] of A|jpeiiants' specification.) 

The Exiimmcr a gucs &at "[njo impl ut rule (detennimbtic ru e) <.an be 1 sed for a 
ra dc^ lor ^-^t xarx'ing) e viromnent" f hxa-t? tie^ A^nswer at rsage 1^ ^ Ap'^eUan*«s 
re^ V I M^.gree Ystecc < ^ h t sia ^>^ to irrple leit pa-<-i>^ ^i^r ^Igoithir 

"or de*emniLig the ' psism etei c and tnen ha\u^g tbc a^c ^station tramsxn.t tnat mtomidtior to 
tJ5v '■emote stat on, the remote station could mstcad be configured to implen ei t the algonthni to. 
dt '■It e ^arafcler ^ "^he '"^"^ >.ta'-=rr ar ' ^^e reT'O'e *&dOA cou'd ^^i^ec cr the 

goi thr vhat jise<i v that tlic h<ihc ^»ta^o^ J&v k,no%<5 \\hat the \aluc of the ' pv^xaiicte " 
is. The remote station cQold take into aecouat the "tsndom (or time varying) enyironment" m the 
same manner as the base station. Tuus, it is certainly not required for fee base station to 
*t ari<*r'U'] a paiairete*' ' {o the ren ote statso , as ecites? 1 1 claims and 2-^ Tbc fxai-nmcrX 

c o<? -^otoaioi ie~n d Mng AoYai'n<* n view of Farlon i^-'^, >v iv-o'~ ^.r 

Li view K)f the foregoing, AppeKati*s lespeCvMK Hibnrt t.iat cans v^id 24 aie 
allovi able Accord i:gl) Appellants* respectfully request that &e £xam ner' reject on of claims 7 
24 be reversed. 
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Claim 8 depends from claim I. Claim 25 depends from claim 1 8, which inciydes subject 
matter that is similar to the subject matter that vv^as discussed above in relation to claim 1. 
Accordingly, Appellants respectfially request that the Examiaar's rejection of claims S and 25 be 
reversed for at least the same reasons as tiiose presented above in relation to claim 1 . 

CMms 14 and 31 

L lanii 1-^ depends Itoit clam i * Cu m: 3 1 depcrds troTi oaim 28 v^hich mdudes) 
subjec* matter that is -Similar to the subject iHatter ^hat was discussed above tn relatxon to claim 
11, Accordingly. AppeOants respeetfislly request that the isxammer's rejection of claims 14 and 
31 'se v'-sod for a+ least the same reasons as those p''efeer*cd above m relaiion to cl<>in ' 1 

J N 4- (-C I M \ppca -ivc-^ c' in 4 Icx^-^pc ''e<,ai..N. icfoic\\Lig 
cit^mied buiDjeu i.dt'L^ in cia.ip 7 is bota tovcl and nonob\ious v,ith respc<,t to the c ed 
references: '^means for reeetvmg a parameter Irom the b^e staUonj wherein the parameter 
represents tiie portion of the resource allocated to the dedicated reference signal," M addition, 
c\^.m 3i IS allox^csble becausse the following ciasmed subsecn matter in claim '^l ts both ronU ard 
n }t.obvioa-^ ^^ ^ rvSt>cct to f^it cited references the recener also '•eccives a parosnv'-sr t"or~ 
t^e hd-ve stattor, herein t*ie parameter represents the portion of the resource di ocated to the 
dtdii,att,d rcfcrcni,;. " 

r <v s c'-gjti (.n's s<h •■•-pvtttoc pis 14 u r i ar ^s!. i al \ r<- - rt, ti- 
ie ijjii-'ci s !<.>! ( L i 7 iid 2" vviit^h were dii>cusseJ abo e n "^uni"^!;-^ ! c-^'^^^i'^ a-^ 
tbojsii ibt FxaTH is atgu ng tHi the sa'rjec*. natter of claims 14 aid ? cqa.^K e , Oi-it; 
h&\mg oramarv skill n the ar^ ^^cu d ha\e oeen motivated to modify Aoyama m Mew of ^a^iow 
becaa&e the> were required to do so However as argued above, it is certain! v not required for 
be ^'^c s <. n"< t ^ ^ r n ^ Y '^^-^ ' ^^'^ ''"'^ n c' r r i o "> 4^ 

pi. s-ib ^ 1^ t^_ni trsc nast stanon <m.a il e leiiote sLation m^^y agree or <^t ss i ip it-U r 
tor determining the paraniaei The Exammer's stated motivation tor modifying Ao>ama m 
View of Farl0w is iierefee incorrect 
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M YiQw of the foregoing, Appellants respeetftilly sttbmit that clamis 14 and 3J are 
alidwdjie. Accordingly, Appellatits yespeet&Uy xequsst that the Exaiiiiner's reaction of claims 
14 am! 3 ! be reversed. 

Claims 1 5 and 32 

Clamj 15 depends from clann IL Claim 32 depends from claim 28. v\hioh includes 
subject matter that is similar to the subject matter tliat was discussed above in relation to claim 
1 1. Accordingly, Appellants respecttuUy request that the Examiner's rejection of claims 15 and 
32 be reversed for at least the same reasons as those presented above in relation to claim 1 1 . 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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